
BEFORE THE DEPARTMENT OF PERSOI\NEL ADMIIVSTRATION
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORIIIA

In the Matter of the Appeal by

STATE CONTROLLER'S OF'FICE
AUDITOR SUPERVISORS '

From Demotion in Lieu of LayoffTo The
Class of StaffManagement Auditor
(Specialist) with the Offrce of the State of
Controller

Case No: 97-2130 etal.

DECISION

The attached Proposed Decision of the Administrative Law Judge is hereby adopted as

the Department's Decision in the above matter.

Please note the following withdrawal of appellantr *"r I f*¿

which did not appear at the hearing. Appellant f,rled a written

withdrawal of his appeal before the hearing commenced.

IT IS SO ORDERED: March 0Ö ,ßgg.

Chief Cotmsel
Department of Personnel Administration

K. WILLIAM CURTIS

' A complete listing of the names, classifications, and case numbers of the individual appellants
is contained in Appendix A.



BEFORE THE DEPARTMENT OF

OF THE STATE

In the Mat t .er  o f  the Appeals  by

STATE CONTROILER/S OFFICE
AUDITOR SUPERVISORSl

From demot íon in  I ieu of  layof f
the c lass of  Staf f  Management
Aud i to r  (Spec ia l i s t )  w i th  the
Of f i ce  o f  t he  S ta te  Con t ro l l e r

PERSONNEL ADMINI STRAT TON

OF CAIIFORNTA

t o

Case Nos 9 7 - 2 1 3 0  e t  s e q .

PROPOSED DECISION

This mat ter  came on regular ly  for  hear ing before

Ph i l i p  E .  Ca l I i s ,  Admin i s t ra t i ve  Law Judge ,  S ta te  Pe rsonne l

Board ,  on  June  25  and  26 ,  L997 ,  JuLy  22  and  23 ,  L997 ,  and

Augus t  15 ,  1997 ,  â t  Sac ramen to ,  Ca l i f o rn ia .  F ina l -  c l os ing  b r i e f s

were  rece i ved  on  Sep tember  25 t  L99 '7 .

A n n a l  I  r n l - q

- ñ ^
Õ l t u ,  were represented by

Rober t  L .  S ta l l i ngs ,  Sen io r  Labor  Re la t i ons  Represen ta t i ve ,

Assoc ia t i on  o f  Ca l i f o rn ia  S ta te  Superv i so rs .  The  rema in in

appe l l an ts  rep resen ted  themse lves .

Respondent  was represented by Geof f rey F.  Margo1is ,  Staf f

Counse l ,  O f f i ce  o f  t he  S ta te  Con t ro l l e r .

1  A  comp l -e te  l i s t i ng  o f  t he  names ,  c lass i f i ca t i ons '  and  case
numbers of the individuaL appellants is contained in ap:pg¡4!>< e.
A separa te  dec i s ion  has  been  i ssued  i n  the
appea l  (case no .  97-2 ï52)  because i t  invo lves  d i f fe ren t  i ssues .



(SCO Audi tor  Supe' rv isors cont inued)

Evidence having been received and duly  considered,  the

Adminis t rat ive Law Judge makes the fo l lowing f ind ings of  fact  and

Proposed  Dec is ion :

.]URISDICTION AND BACKGROUND

ï

The above demot ions in  l ieu of  layof f  e f fect ive May 1- ,  7997,

and appel lants '  appeals  theref rom comply wi th  the procedura l

requirements of Government Code section L999'7 et. seq.

I 1

Appel lants  were employed as audi tor  superv isors in  the

Aud i t s  D iv i s ion  o f  t he  S ta te  Con t ro l l e r ' s  O f f i ce .

I I I

.  I n  F e b r u a r y  1 9 9 5 ,  t h e  S t a t e  C o n t r o l l e r ' s  O f f i c e  ( S C O )

contracted wl th  the KPMG Peat  Marwick account ing f i rm to conduct

a per formance audi t  o f  the of f ice.  The audi t  found that  the

of f ice was run in  an inef f ic ienL manner  and suggested a number of

changes .  These  i nc l -uded  conso l i da t i on  o f  seve ra l  d i v i s i ons  and

el iminat ion of  redundant  layers of  management  and superv is ion.

_  Äs  a  resu l t  o f  t he  aud i t ,  appe l l an ts '  pos i t i ons  as  f i r s t  l i ne  -

superv isors in  the Audi ts  Div is ion were e l iminated '  and

appel lants  were requi red to  demote in  l ieu of  layof f .  Under  the

then  ex i s t i ng  c lass i f i ca t i on  p lan ,  appe l l an ts  cou ld  have  been

demoted to  the associate audi tor  level ,  which would have resul t .ed

in  a  ten -pe rcen t  pay  cu t .  f ns tead ,  t he  S ta te  Con t ro l l e r ' s  O f f i ce

sought  and obta ined approval  o f  a  new "speciaLis t "  c lass,  whích



(SCO Audi tor  Sup<ìrv isors cont inued)

resu l - t ed  i n  on l y  f i ve -pe rcen t  pay  cu t .  I n  add i t i on ,  appe l l an ts '

superv isory benef i ts  were mainta ined at  the i r  current  levels

( " red -c i r c led " ) .  Appe l l an ts  f i l ed  these  appea ls  w i th  the

Depar tment  of  Personnel  Admin is t rat ion chal lenging the i r

demot íons  i n  l i eu  o f  l ayo f f  t o  t hese  "spec ia l i s t "  pos i t i ons .

REALLOCATTON/RECLASST FICATION DECTS ION

ÏV

A n n o l  I  a n f  . s  i  n i  f  i  a l  l v  r . h : l  I  â r ì . r â  t -  h o  d g g l s i O n  t O  r e a l l O C a t e /¿ r y È / ç ¿ r s ¡ ¡ u u  J  v ¡ ¡ e ¿ ¿ v ¿ ¡ Y v

rec lass i f y  t . he i r  pos i t i ons  f rom the  superv i so ry  to  the  spec ia l i s t

l eve l .  Th i s  cha l l enge  i s  re jec ted .  The  KPMG aud i t  conc lus i ve l y

demons t ra ted  tha t  t he  S ta te  Con t ro l l e r ' s  O f f i ce ,  and  the  Aud i t s

D iv i s ion  i n  pa r t i cu la r ,  had  too  many  superv i so rs .  Under  such

c j - r cums tances ,  t he  e l im ina t i on  o f  one  l aye r  o f  supe rv i s ion  i n  t he

Aud i t s  D iv i s ion  was  en t i re l y  app rop r ia te .  The re  was  no  show ing

tha t  t he  8 :1  s ta f f /  supe rv i so r  ra t i o  used  as  a  po in t  o f  compar i son

in the KPMG audi t  was unreasonable or  improper .  Moreover ,  the

f ì -ve-percent  sa lary  d i f ferent ia l  between the superv i -sory and

spec ia l i s t  l eve l - s  was  cons i s ten t  w i th  o the r  such  c lass i f i ca t i ons

in  the  Con t ro l l e r ' s  O f f i ce .  F ina l l y ,  t he re  w4s  no  ev idence  tha t

the  S ta te  Con t ro l l e r ' s  O f f i ce  p rov ided  fa l se  i n fo rma t ion  o r

mis led e i ther  the Depar tment  of  Personnel  Admin is t rat ion or  the

State Personnel  Board concern ing the purpose and ef fect  o f  the

p roposed  rea Ì l oca t i on / rec lass i f i ca t i on .

Annc l  ì an t - s '  con ten t i on  tha t  t he  rea l l - oca t i on /

rec lass i f i ca t i on  dec i s ion  was  no t  j us t i f i ed  s ince  they  con t i nued



(SCO Audi tor  Supeìv isors cont inued)
- . f

f  o  ne r fo111  r \ g ¡ rna r r z ' i qn r r ¡ "  f r r ¡ ç l i g ¡g  a f t e f  t he  f eo r .gAn iZa t iOn  iSu v  À / Þ !  ! v ! ¡ r r  v  q l / v r  
J  

-  *

a lso  re jec ted .  The  on l y  superv i so ry  du t i es  appe l l an ts  have

per fof tned s ince the reorganizat ion have been the rev iew and

d i rec t i on  o f  t he  techn ica l  wo rk  o f  o the r  aud i to rs .  Appe l l an ts

themselves concede that  they no longer  exerc ise any author i ty

ove r  pe rsonne l  po l i c i es  and  p rac t i ces .  Con t roL  ove r  work

p rocesses ,  as  opposed  to  pe rsonne l  po l i c i es  and  p rac t i ces ¡  f l âY

appropr iately be assigned to nonsupervisory per$onnel-  (see

o f  C a l i f o r n i a  ( 1 9 8 0 )  P E R B  D e c .  N o .  1 1 0 c - S '  5  P E R C  f l  L 2 0 L 4 )  -

Sta te

The  S ta te  Pe rsonne l  Board  i s  respons ib le  fo r  c rea t i ng  and

ad jus t i ng  c . l - asses  o f  pos i t i ons  i n  t he  s ta te  c i v i l  se rv i ce  (Gov .

Code  S  18800) .  The  Depar tmen t  o f  Pe rsonne l  Admin i s t ra t i on  i s

r ê q ¡ 1 ô n q i  h 1  o  f n -  r ' l  I  a a : + -  i  n n  p 1 ¡ 6 ¡ \ /  n ô s ' i  I  i  ô n  i n  t h e  S t a t e  C i V i l -l - ç ' J I / \ J I I Ð ! V ! E  ! \ r I  C l - L - L \ J L - € l L r I r Y  ç v ç À Y  V v J ! u ¿ v ¡

s e r v i - c e  t o  t h e  a p p r o p r í a t e  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  ( G o v .  C o d e  S  1 9 8 1 8 . 6 )

and  fo r  se t t i ng  the  app rop r ia te  sa la ry  fo r  each  c lass i f i ca t i on

(Gov .  Code  S  19826)  .  Upon  rea l l oca t i on  o f  a  pos i t i on /  changes  i n

the s tatus of  the incumbent  may be accompl ished by t ransfer '

demot ion r  o I  p romot íon  (Gov .  Code  S  18804)  .  Reasonab l -e

a f fec ted  by  the  rea l l oca t i on  o f  h i s  o r  he r  pos i t i on  (Gov .  Code

S 19818 .20 ) .  The re  was  no  show ing  tha t  t hese  p rocedures  h ¡e re  no t

fo l lowed or  that  the Board or  the Depar tment  er red in

rea l l oca t i ng / rec lass i f y i ng  appe l l an ts '  pos i t Í ons  to  the

spec ia l í s t  l eve l .



t o r

(SCO Aud i to r  Supèrv i so rs  con t ínued)

POLITÏCAL MOTÏVA,TÏON

V

Appe l l an ts  con tend  tha t  t he  rea l l oca t i on / rec lass i f i ca t i on

dec i s ion  was  made  fo r  "po l j - t i ca l "  reasons .  The i r  p r i nc ipa l

ev idence for  t .h is  argument  ís  a s ing le sentence in  a three-page

memorandum f rom State Contro l ler  Kath l -een Connel ]  to  the

f )cn: r fmcnf  of  Personnel  Admin is t rat ion in  which she ment ions herU v ¡ r ' g l

"campaign for  o f f ice."  The paragraph in  which the sentence

appears reads as fo l lows:

I t  i s  an  i nd i spu tab le  fac t  t ha t  t he  D iv i s ion  o f  Aud i t . s
had too many superv isors.  When I  assumed of f ice in
1995 ,  t he  d i v i s i on ' s  ra t i o  o f  emp loyees  to  superv i so rs
was 3.  I  t .o  one.  The rat io  is  even more a larming as i t
i nc l -udes  many  s ta f f  i n  p roduc t i on  o r i en ted  ac t i v i t i es
which can be superv ised wi th  a very broad span of
con t ro l .  I n  p r i va te  i ndus t r y r  â r I  o rgan iza t i on  w i th
th is  h iqh superv isory rat io  would not  be compet i t ive.
In  the  gove rnmen t  se t t i ng ,  i t  i s  a  was te  o f  t axpaye rs '
money and f  cannot  a l low i t  to  cont inue.  My campaign
fo r  o f f i ce  focused  on  the  need  to  es tab l i sh  f i sca l

.
(Emphasis  added.  )

I t  i s  undoub ted l y  t rue  tha t  a  J -ayo f f  f o r  pa r t i san ,  po l i t i ca l

r ê â q ô n s  i  q  n r n t r ì l ^ r ì 1 -  a r l  r r Ã l  l a n  \ z  M n I { i n l a r z  ( 1 9 4 1 )  1 8  C a l . 2 d  6 9 7 )  .l v q u v r ¡ v  \ ¿ ¡ & ! v u

However ,  a  layof f  for  reasons of  e f f ic iency or  economy is  ent i re ly

permiss ib le  (Peradot to v .  State Personnel -  Board (7972)

25 CaI .App.3d 30) .  A fu l l  reading of  the Contro l ler 's  memorandum

demonstrates that the layoff was effected for purposes of

governmental eff iciency and not for any prohibited "poli t ical"

reason .



. .  , ! - . t

/  q a n  Ä r r d  i  . l -  n r  Q r r n o n ¡ i  q ô r q  r - ô n f  i  n r l e r l  )
\ u v v  Ã u u ¿ L v !  u s y u !  v r u v ! u  v v r ¡ e ¿ ¡ ¿ u v v /

LAYOFF PROCEDURES

VI

Appel lants  make a nul ¡ ìber  of  procedura l  c l -a ims.  None has

mer i t

A.  The delay Ín  p lac ing appel lants  on the reemplo\ ¡ment  l is t

was due to appel lants '  own delay in  return ing the i r  opt ions forms

to  the  Personne l  O f f i ce .  I n  any  even t '  appe l l an ts  fa i l ed  to

establ ish any pre jud ice to  the one-month delay 1n p lac ing them on

t h e  l i s t .

B .  The  No t i ces  o f  Layo f f  gave  a  su f f i c i en t l y  spec i f i c

reason  fo r  t he  l ayo f f s  ( "p l , , t " , r "n t  t o  | he  res t ruc tu r i ng  p ]an " ) .

(See  Perado t to  v .  S ta te  Pe rsonne l  Board  (7972)  25  Ca l .App .3d  30 ,

C .  The  fa i l u re  o f  t he  Con t ro l l e r  t o  de l i ve r  t he  No t i ce  o f

personnel -  Act ion (NOPA) forms unt i l -  a f ter  the 30-day "correct ion

per iod, ,  was immater ia l .  The t ime for  f i l ing an appeal  f rom

Iayof f  comnences f rom serv ice of  the Not ice of  Layof f  and not

f rom serv ice of  the NOPA (Gov.  Code S L9997,L4) .  NOPA forms are

internal  personnel  documents which had no ef fect  upon appel lant l

appea ls  f rom Iayo f f .  The i r  l a te  de l i ve ry  d id  no t  p re jud i ce

appe l l an ts  i n  any  way .

D .  The re  was  no  show ing  tha t  t he  Con t ro l l e r ' s  o f f i ce  fa i l ed

to prov ide suf f ic ient  oppor tuni ty  for  appel lants  to  f ind other

pos i t i ons  i n  o the r  SCO d i v i s ions  o r  o the r  s ta te  agenc ies .

Appel lants  were g iven a fu l l  oppor tuni ty  to  par t ic ipate in  the



I  S C O  A r l r l  i  f  n r  S l n c  r r ¡ ' i  q n r q  ¿ - o n j -  i  n r r o r l  \
\ v v v  ¿ ¡ s s  v g t / v !  v ¿ J v ! J  v v r ¡ ç ¿ ¡ ¡ s v v /

State Restr ic t ions of  Appointments (SROA) process.  They v¡ere

also p laced on the appropr ia te reemplo] ¡ment  l - is ts  for  the i r

c lass i f i ca t i ons  once  the  l ayo f f  occu r red .  Appe l l an ts  have  c i t ed

no author i ty  which would requi - re the Contro l ler 's  o f f ice to

impose a f reeze on a l l  appoíntments and promot ions in  the of f ice,

or  requi re appel lants  to  be g iven preferent ia l  t reatment  over  a l l -

o ther  candidates for  such posi t ions,  beyond that  requi red by the

SROA and reemployment  l is t  processes.

E .  The  Personne l  O f f i ce r ' s  p rov i s ion  o f  i nco r rec t

in format ion about  the appeals  per iod was cured by h is  immediate

correct ion of  the error  and DPA's aqreement .  to  extend the appeals

pe r iod  fo r  an  add i t i ona l  30  days .

BÄD FAITH

VI I

Appel lants  re ly  on the same content ions to  argue that .  the

State Contro l ler /  s  Of f ice acted in  bad fa i th  in  rea l l -ocat ing/

r e r : l a s . s i f v i n o  f h e i r  n o s i I i o n s  f o  f h c  s n c r : i . a l i s t  l e v e l .  B a d  f a i t h
¡ , v v ¿

in the employnent context means that the employer "may not, take

any action with t.he intention that the proceduraL or substantive

ent i t lements of  i ts  employees be i l leg i t imate ly  thwarted."

(Kuhn v.  Depar tment  of  Genera l  Serv ices (L994)  22 CaL.App.Atb L627,

1638.  )  Appel lants  have been unable to  show that  any of  the i r

substantive or proceduraÌ r iqhts were violated. Bad faith was not

establ - ished.



(SCO Aud i to r  Superv i so rs  con t i nued)

ÏNDÏV]DUAL CLATMS

V Ï I I

4..  
t .  

Appel tant f  *" ,  assisned ro an

adminis t rat ive posi t ion in  the Audi ts  Div is ion which involved

or  no audi t ing dut ies -contended that  he should have
---....-t

prov ided an addi t j -onal  demot ional  path t .o  the c l -ass of  Staf f

Se rv i ces  Manager  (Spec ia l i s t )  wh ich  more  accu ra te l y  re f l ec ted  h i s

ac tua l  j ob  du t i es .  Th i s  con ten t i on  i s  re jec ted .  Governmen t .  Code

sec t i on  19997 .  I  p rov ides  i n  re levan t  pa r t :

I n  l i eu  o f  be ing  l a id  o f f  an  emp loyee  may  e lec t
demot ion  to  (a )  any  c lass  w j - th  subs tan t i a l l y  t he  same
or l -ower maximum salary in  which he or  she had served
under  pe rmanen t  o r  p roba t i ona ry  s ta tus  t  o r  (b )  a  c lass
in  the  same l i ne  o f  work  as  the  c lass  o f  l ayo f f ,  bu t  o f
l esse r  respons ib i l i t y ,  i f  such  a  c lass  i s  des ig 'na ted  by
the depar tment .

Under  th i s  p rov i s ion ,  t he  c lass  o f  S ta f f  Se rv i ces  Manager  was  no t

i n c I u d e d i n I , d e m o t i o n a . ] - p a t t e r n b e c a u s e ( 1 ) U n e v e r

s e r v e d  i n  t h e  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  ( a s  s e t  f o r t h  i n  s u b d .  ( a )  ) ;  a n d

(2 )  t he  c lass  as  a  who le  was  no t  i n  t he  " same l - i ne  o f  work "  as

the  aud i t  supe rv i so r  c lass í f i ca t i ons  (as  se t  f o r th  i n  subd .  (b )  )  .

The fact that l lmay have performed duties appropriate to the -

S t a f f  S e r v i c e s  M ¡ n e o e r  e t a s s i f i c a t i o n  i s  i r r e l e v a n t .  ì J * . "

requi red to  show e i ther that  he had been formal ly  appointed to

c lass as a whole was in  the same l - ine off  h c  r : l ¡ s s -  ô r  t h a t  t h eI  v L

work ,  be fo re  i t  cou ld be inc luded in  h is  demot ional  pat tern.

B. 
- .  

Appelrantf  argues that his

few

been

si tuat ion is  d i f ferent  f rom that  o f  a l l  the other  audi tor



(SCO Aud i to r  Superv isors  cont inued)
,

superv isors because he was prev ious ly  moved in to a nonsuperv isory

pos i t i on  w i th  the  p romise  tha t  he  cou fd  rema in  c lass i f i ed  a t  h i s

superv i so ry  l eve l  un t i l  he  t rans fe r red  o r  re t i r ed .  Th i s  a rgumen t

is  re jected.  The method by which appel ] -ant  Ü was p laced ínto

h i s  pos i t i on  i s  i r re levan t .  Once  i t  was  dec ided  to  l ayo f f

emp loyees  i n  h i s  c lass i f i ca t i on ,  t he  l ayo f f s  had  to  p roceed  in

inverse order  of  senior i ty  as requi red by s tatute (Gov.  Code

S 19997 .3 ) .  Appe l l an t  has  c i t ed  no  au tho r i t y  wh ich  wou ld  pe rm i t

the Contro l ler  to  carve out  a  specia l  except ion for  appel lant

even i f  i t .  wanted to  do so.  Moreover /  even i f  appel lant  could

o the rw ise  es tab l i sh  the  e lemen ts  o f  es toppe l ,  t h i s  wou ld  l eac l  t o

. = n  r r n i r r q f  r o q r r l  1 -  l - r r ¡  n a r m i  f  f  . i  n a  1 ñ ñ ^ ' ì  I  : n f  - '  '
- - r r r \ . , r  cr r - / l - /Errc. r r , -  IEo remaan l -n n l -s

-¡

pos i t i on  wh i l e  o the r  more  sen io r  emp loyees  were

Es tonne l  neecJ  no t  l r e  ann ' l  i ed  i f  i t  wou ld  resu ] t

o r  wou ld  nu l l i f y  a  s t rong  ru l -e  o f  po l i cy  adop ted

o f  t h e  p u b l i c  ( L e n t z  v .  M c M a h o n  ( 1 9 8 9 )  4 9  C a l . 3 d

WTTHDRAWAI OF APPEALS

V I I I

denloted.

i  n  â n  i n i u s t i c e

fo r  t he  bene f i t

? o ?  ? o q \  2
J J J '  J J J  I  .

Appel lants

not  appear  at  the hear ing and were noL otherwise represented.

Since they bore the burden of  proof  to  establ ish grounds for

the i r  appea ls ,  t he i r  appea ls  w i l l  be  deemed  w i thd rawn  (c f .  Gov .

2  Because  o f  t h i s  conc lus ion ,  i t  i s  unnecessa ry  to  reSo lve
r e s n r r n r i o n r ' s r : j ¡ i m r h e r â D D e ì ] a n t - a p p e a l i s t ¡ r r c i m e ì v .

9



(SCO Audi tor  Supèrv isors cont inued)

PURSUANT TO THE FOREGOING

ADMINISTRATTVE LAhi .TUDGE MAKES

I S S U E S :

Government Code section n r n r r i  r l a q
È / r v  v  ¿ s v v

C o d e  S  1 9 5 7 9 )

wr i t ten wi thdrawal  o f  h is  appeal  before the hear ing commenced.

* * * * *

rn addir ion,  appel lan.-  f i led a

FINDINGS OF FACT, THE

THE FOLLOVüING DETERMINAT]ON OF

1999'7 .  14 (a ) in relevant

parE. :

'An employee may appeal to the [D] epartment

[of  Personnel  Adminís t rat ion]  wi th in  30 days af ter

receiv ing not ice of  layof f  on the ground that  the

requi red procedure has not 'been compl ied wi th  or  that

the layoff has not been made in good faith or was

otherwise improPer. "

In  Peradot to v .  State Personnel  Boa|ç!  é912)  25 Cal .App.  3d

30,  the  cour t  descr ibed the  appropr ia te  scope o f  rev iew by  quot ing

P ] : r - o r e o t l n | w E m n ] o l ¡ e c s A s s n . v . e o a r @ ( 1 9 6 5 ) 2 3 3f  ! o v ç !  v v u r ¡ ç  Y  J J r ( y L v  y v v v  ¿ ¡ v e

C a l - . A p p . 2 d  5 5 5 ,  5 5 9 :

"The courls have adopted the criterion of good faith to

weigh the legal i ty  o f  act ions abol ish ing c iv i l  serv ice
posi t ions.  The act ion wi l l  be uphetd i f  taken in  good
ra i  ÈÞr l - r , r f  i . 'va l idated i f  i t  iS a Subter fuge for  the
I c l J  L r ¡  t  V U  L  t r r ¡

piecemeal  d issolut ion of  the c iv i l  serv ice system or  a

sham method of ousting an unwanted employee.
off ices PromuLgate n

good fa i th  and for  reasons of  e f f ic iency or  economy does

not  'nu l l i fy  the basic  pr inc ip le '  o f  c iv i l  serv ice even

thouqh it  results in aboli t ion of one or several civi l

serv ice posi t ions.  " '  (Ci ta t ions omi t ted.  )

In  the instant  case,  appet lants  were demoted in  l ieu of

layof f  because of  a  reorganizat ion of  the State Contro l ler 's

Of f íce Audl ts  Div is ion.  Appel lants  fa í led to  establ ish that  the

10



(SCO Audi tor  Supetrv isors cont inued)
¡. I

required procedure r^ias not complied þIi th, that the layoff was not

rnade in good faíth, or that i t  was otherwise improper. Their

appeals must be denied.

I 'üHEREFORE IT IS DETERMTNED that:

1.  rhe appears or - ' t l ,  l - ,

2.  The remain ing appeals  of  the SCO audi tor  superv isors

f rom demot ion in  l ieu of  layof f  e f fect ive May L,  1997 /  are

t ' lô7ì r ôa'l

""dryare 
withdrawn; and

T  h a r a h r ¡  ¡ - ø r l  i  f r ¡  f h ¡ f  i - h a
J  e ¡ ¡ q

Dec is ion  i n  t he  above -en t i t l ed

adopt ion by the Depar tment  of

d e c i s i o n  i n  t h e  c a s e .

*

€ n r a a n ' ì  ñ ^  ^ ^ i ì  < f  i  l - r r i ô a  m \ r  Þ r n n ¡ r q o r lJ - \ . / J - g \ . ¡ \ J r r l v  u \ J r ¡ Ð  L ¿  L U L s J  ¡ r r y  r . L \ J I J \ J Ð E \ f

matter and I recommend its

Personne l  Admin i s t ra t i on  as  i t s

DATED: ,January 23,  L998

H n r _ . L l p  E ; .  u a 1 1 r s
Administrative Law Judge
State Personnel -  Board

1 1



I  q f - ô  A r r r l  i  1 -  n r
\  v v v  ¿ S r r r r o È r z i  q n r q  n n n . l -  i  n r r a r l  \9 ¿ ¡ ¡ u v v , /

9 7  - 2 1 3 0

9 '7  -2602

9 '7  -2L32

97 -2L34

v  I  - ¿ r 5 3

v  t - z L 5  I

Y  I  _ ¿ L J ó

Y  I - ¿ L J Y

9 7  - 2 L 4 0

9 1  - 2 1 4 r

y  t - ¿ L 4 ¿

91-21"43

9 7  - 2 r 4 4

9 1  - 2 I 4 5

9 7  - 2 L 4 6

9 1  - 2 1 4 7

9 7  - 2 L 4 8

A P P E N D I X  A

Sta f f  Manaqement  Aud i to r

Superv is ing  Governmenta l  Aud i to r

Superv is ing  Governmenta l -  Aud j - to r

Sunerv . i  s . i  no  GOvernmenta l  Aud i tOr

Sta f f  Management  Aud i . to r

Sta f f  Management  Aud i to r

S t a f f  M a n a g e m e n t  A u d i t o r

S t a f f  M a n a g e m e n t  A u d i t o r

Superv isJ -ng  Governmenta l -  Aud i to r

Superv is ing  Governmenta l -  Aud i to r

Sta f f  Management  Aud i to r

Sta f f  Management  Aud i to r

.Snner r ¡ i  s i  no  GOvernmenta l_  Aud i tOr

S u n c r v i  s i  n o  G o v e r n m e n t a l -  A u d i t o r

S t a f f  M a n a g e m e n t  A u d i t o r

Sta f f  Management  Aud i to r

Suner r ¡ i  s ì  nc r  GOvernmenta l  Aud i tOr

9 1  - 2 L 5 0

9  t - ¿ L a r

Sta f f  Management  Aud i to r

Superv is inq  Governmenta l  Aud i to r  f
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